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Problem 
This study was conducted in an attempt to deter-
mine whether any significant relationship existed be-
tween personality of collegiate baseball players and 
their performance. 
Procedure 
The 16 PF Test (l>ixteen Personality Factor 
Questionnaire) was the instrument used to measure the 
personality of collegiate baseball players. This person-
I 
ality test frequently has been used in studies involving 
. . I .. 
personality and performance in athletics. Six criteria 
were established in order to determine which institutlons· 
I 
were to be included in the study. The 16 PF Test was1 
I 
I 
administered by the author to a total of fifty-nine b~se-
1. ball players of record (1972, 1973, and 1974), on thea.r 
respective campuses, from four selected collegiate-
:'•• 
ii 
level institutions (eleven from Pfeiffer College, eigh-
teen from Ohio Northern University, fifteen from Central 
Michi gan University, and fifteen from the University of 
South Carolina) which were representative of successful 
baseball p rograms . Before leaving each of the campuses 
visited, the writer obtained from the respective coach, 
the playing records of all the baseball p layers who took 
the 16 PF Test . 
The raw scores for each of the sixteen person-
ality factors on the 16 PF Test were tabulated for each 
of the fifty-nine baseball players who were tested . The 
calculations to determine whether a significant differ-
ence existed between compared-groupings were based upon 
these raw scores. 
The fifty-nine baseball players were classified , 
according to their p laying records, into various catego-
ries. 
The validity of the procedures used in the 
placing of the baseball players was proved by means of 
a pilot study of ratings of the baseball team of More-
head State University by two of its coaches. 
In order to be able to make different comparisons 
between the baseball players, they were further placed 
into nine groupings. 
Analysis 
The data gathered from the fifty-nine colle-
giate baseball players were analyzed in an attempt to 
determine whether any significant differences existed 
between the nine compared-groupings of the baseball 
players relative to each of the sixteen personality 
factors. This determination was arrived at statisti-
cally by means of the independent "t" test. 
iii 
The findings revealed nineteen differences 
which were considered to be significant (at no greater 
than the . 05 level)·, and ten differences which possibly 
suggested further investigation (at the .10 level). 
For each of the compared-groupings involving I 
' 
collegiate baseball players relative to the person:- i 
: 
ality factors, the following significant differences! 
were found: 
I 1- Higher-achieving players seemed to be more 
' 
reserved and less happy-go-lucky than lower-achieving 
players. 
2- Higher-achieving batters seemed to be more 
I 
reserved than lower-achieving batters. 
I 3- Higher-achieving pitchers seemed to be more 
' 
iv 
intelligent and humble than lower-achieving pitchers.I 
4- Players who were primarily batters or primar-
ily pitchers seemed to be similar to players who played 
both ways. 
5- Eitchers seemed to be .. more intelligent and· 
apprehensive than nonpitchers. 
6- Highest-achieving batters seemed to be more 
reserved, less conservative, and more in undiscipl,ined 
self-conflict than the lowest-achieving batters. 
7- Pitchers with higher-control seemed to be 
more placid than pitchers with lower-control. 
8- Pitchers permitting a lower-percentage of 
opponents to reach base seemed to be more intelligent 
than pitchers permitting a higher-percentage of oppotjents 
to reach base. 
9- Collegiate baseball players seemed to be 
more intelligent, happy-g9-lucky, practical, forthright, 
I 
conservative, controlled, and tense than collegiate men-. 
Conclusions 
Based upon the results of the findings relative 
I 
to sixteen personality factors for nine compared-
V 
I groupings involving fifty-nine collegiate baseball pl~y-
ers, the following conclusions appeared to be warranted. 
I 
Not too many differences were found between base-
ball players; therefore, it seemed that collegiate base-
ball players were somewhat similar in personality. 
Six of the sixteen personality factors were 
foundiin no way to be of significance in regard to per-
formance as a baseball player. 
Two personality factors were found to stand out 
for higher-achieving baseball players. These factors 
would seem to indicate that higher-achieving players 
were more reserved and less happy-go-lucky. 
Three personality factors were found to stand 
out for the highest-achieving batters. These factors 
would seem to indicate that highest-achieving batter~ 
were more reserved, less conservative, and more in 
undisciplined self-conflict. 
Three personality factors were found to stand 
out for higher-achieving pitchers. These factors would 
I 
seem to indicate that higher-achieving pitchers were' 
more intelligent, humble, and placid. 
Players, regardless of position played, werel 
found to be similar in personality. 
vi 
The greatest differences in personality were 
found to be between collegiate baseball p l ayers and 
collegiate men . These factors would seem to indicate 
that collegiate baseball players were more intelligent, 
happy-go-lucky , practical, forthr ight, conservative, 
controlled, and tense. However , this finding was some-
what limited because the most-recent norms available 
were those of 1962 . 
The findings in this study were somewhat similar 
to those of the earlier studies which were reviewed . 
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Chapter l 
PROBLEM 
Introduction 
The degree of success that a collegiate baseball 
player realizes would seem most probably to be influenced 
by many factors. These factors are both physical and 
psychological. Among these would be such physical fac-
tors as agility, coordination, perception, reaction, 
strength; and such psychological factors as attitude, 
dedication,_intelligence, and self-confidence. 
An individual's personality encompasses all of 
the aforementioned human factors. Personality is per-
haps what makes each individual unique, not only as a 
member of society, but also as a baseball player. 
A collegiate baseball player must possess some 
' 
physical ability to achieve success; this alon~, how~ 
ever, will not guarantee that a player will attain a; 
high degree of achievement. There are many 
similar physical abilities who do not reach 
players with 
I 
the same 
level of success. In these situations, factors other 
than physical apparently have a significant influence 
upon a player's performance. 
l 
< 
' 
' A positive attitude upon the part of an athlete 
is one characteristic which coaches would appreciate.I 
Because attitude determines behavior, it is logical to 
assume that superior physical ability coupled with an 
excellent attitude will increase a baseball player's 
chances of becoming successful. 
Those who are familiar with collegiate baseball 
would be able to refer to former players who never did 
perform up to their expected potential or contribute to 
2 
their team. Collegiate coaches were 
players because of their performance 
interested in these 
j 
while participating 
in high school and/or American Legion baseball-progra~s. 
Although a high-school baseball player may appear to 
possess the physical ability to contribute to a colle-
giate program, this does not guarantee that he will be 
an asset to a team. 
In an attempt to field a championship team, 
coaches try to recruit as many good ballplayers as po,s-
sible. Consequently, with the exception of, pitching,, a 
collegiate baseball coach may recruit four individuals 
who play the same position. Because the coach would' 
intend to play only two of these individuals, this w1uld 
raise a very important question concerning the other ltwo 
3 
players who no longer appear to fit into the coach's 
plans. It would be difficult to appreciate the emotipnal 
impact and disappointment that these two individuals, 
would face. If the coach had a more detailed and rel•i-
able procedure to follow in recruiting, these demoral'-
izing experiences perhaps would not occur. 
In this regard, Vanderzwaagl wrote that more 
detailed studies needed to be conducted if precision 
were to be achieved concerning the psychological as-
pects of sport. He specifically emphasized the rela~ 
tionship of athletics to personality. 
A baseball player's physical factors would be 
I 
measurable, but his psychological factors would not be 
as easy to mea~ure because they would be somewhat intan-
gible in natur~ and not as simple to interpret. Factors 
such as a baseball player's self-concept, his feelings 
toward his coaches and teammates, and his feelings arid 
I 
I 
his beliefs about the game of baseball itself, as weJ;l 
as other factors, would unite to help to determine the 
evolution of his personality. Because physical pote~-
tial by itself does not guarantee success in basebal~, 
Sport 
1Harold J. Vanderzwaag, Toward a Philosophy 
(Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1972) ,:'P• 
! 
in 
180. 
I 
it would be reasonable to assume that psychological 
makeup would play a significant role. 
Statement of the Problem 
4 
This study was conducted in an attempt to deter-
' 
mine whether any significant relationship existed be-
tween personality of collegiate baseball players and 
their performance. 
Definitions 
Personality - Personality may be defined as "what 
man really is," 2 or "that which tells what a man will do 
when placed in a given situation."3 
Personality Factor - A personality factor may be 
defined as a "functionally independent and psycholog:iJcal-
ly meaningful dimension." 4 
16 PF - The test, Sixteen Personality Factor 
2J. c. Andrews, "Personality, Sporting,Interest 
and Achievement," Educational Review, 23 (February, 1 
1971), p. 126. 
3Ibid. 
4Institute for Personality and Ability Testing, 
Manual for the 16 PF (Champaign, Illinois: Institut~ 
for Personality and Ability Testing, 1972), p. 5. (The 
Institute is hereafter referred to as IPAT.) 
5 
Questionnaire, which was used in this study. 
I 
I 
K-Score - The score which represented a compo~ite 
of a player's statistics; either a bK-Score or a pK-
Score. 
bK-Score - The score which represented a compos-
ite of a batter's batting average, slugging average, and 
percentage of games played. 
pK-Score - The score which represented a compos-
ite of a pitcher's won-and-lost percentage, converted 
earned-run average, and the converted percentage of 
innings pitched per season. 
Higher-Achieving Players - Those batters who 
had a bK-Score of 1.151 or above, and those pitchers 
who had a pK-Score of 1.680 or above. 
Lower-Achieving Players - Those batters who 
had a bK-Score of 1.150 or below, and those pitchers 
who had a pK-Score of 1.679 or below. 
Higher-Achieving Batters - Those batters who: 
had a bK-Score of 1.151 or above. 
Lower-Achieving Batters - Those batters who 
had a bK-Score of 1.150 or below. 
Higher-Achieving Pitchers - Those pitchers 
who had a pK-Score of 1.680 or above. 
I Lower-Achieving Pitchers - Those pitchers whq 
had a pK-Score of 1.679 or below. 
Highest-Achieving Batters - Those batters who 
had a bK-Score of 1.399 or above. 
Lowest-Achieving Batters - Those batters who 
had a bK-Score of 1.000 or below. 
Pitchers with Higher Control - Those pitchers 
who permitted .554 walks or less per inning pitched. 
Pitchers with Lower Control - Those pitchers 
who permitted .555 waiks or more per inning pitched. 
Pitchers Permitting a Lower Percentage of 
6 
Opponents to Reach Base - Those pitchers who permitt~d 
1.344 or less oponents to reach base per inning pitched. 
Pitchers Permitting a Higher Percentage of 
Opponents to Reach Base - Those piEchers who permitted 
1.345 or more opponents to reach base per inning pitqhed. 
Chapter 2 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
The number of studies undertaken in relation to 
personality and athletic performance has been somewhat 
limited, especially studies which involved baseball 
players. 
In an older study involving men college students 
I 
conducted by Sperling, 5 the relationship between per~on-
i 
ality and proficiency in physical education was examined. 
No clear conclusions were reached regarding the question 
of whether personality modification resulted from suc-
cessful performance in given activities, or whether only 
those with certain personality factors tended to be suc-
cessful participantS:cin specific activities. Because of 
the complex nature of participation in athletics, Langer 
and Nelson6 implied that in athletics, factors other than 
5Abraham P. Sperling, "The Relationship Between 
Personality Adjustment and Achievement in Physical 
Education Activities," Research Quarterly (1954), 
p. 351. 
6Philip Langer and Daleo. Nelson, "Getting to 
Really Know Your Athlete," Athletic Journal, 44 (Sep: 
tember, 1963), p; 39. 
7 
physical appeared to play a part in proficient 
mance. 
I perfor-
1 
In discussing participation in sports, Slusher7 
writes that: "To ask why man participates in sport is 
I 
almost wasting inquiry ••.. Might it not be relatJd 
I 
to something called 'inner fulfillment'?" He further 
indicated that man participates in an activity to con-
tinue to realize success. 
8 
In the past ten years, several studies have been 
published involving athletic performance in which thJ 
' 16 PF Test (The Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire) 
was the measuring instrument. 
Gottheil and Werner8 undertook a study concern-
' 
ing personality development of men and their partici, 
pation in collegiate athletics. Peterson, Trousdale, 
and Weber 9 studied the personality factors of I 
_____ 7_H_o_w_a_r_d_ S. Slusher, Man_, Sport and Existence l 
A Critical Analysis (Philadelphia: Lea and Febiger,I 
1967), p. 156. 
8Edward Gottheil and Alfred C. Werner, "Person-
ality Development and Participation in College Athlet-
ics," Research Quarterly, 37, No. 1 (1966), pp. 126-131. 
9sheri L. Peterson, William w. Trousdale and I 
Jerome c. Weber, "Personality Traits of Women in Team 
Sports vs. Women in Individual Sports," Research Qua:tter-
.!Y_, 38, No. 4 (1967), pp. 686-690. I 
' 
collegiate women regarding their participation in team 
I 
sports as opposed to their participation in individual 
I 
sports. Hoepner, Moody, Ogilive, and Williams 1 0 inves-
I 
tigated champion-level women fencers in regard to per-
9 
sonality factors. Pyecha11 measured the effects of judo 
and other physical-education activities upon personal-
ity factors of collegiate men. Andrewsl2 surveyed the 
various studies that had been completed regarding per-
sonality and performance in sport and found that "many 
researchers have preferred to use the 16 PF Test as 
they claim that it yields more information." Gaines1 3 
conducted a study on the collegiate-level relative to 
tbe personality characteristics of women volleyball and 
lOBarbara J. Hoepner and others, "Personality 
Traits of Champion Level Female Fencers," Research · 
Quarterly, 41, No. 3 (1970), pp. 446-453. 
llJohn Pyecha, "Comparative Effects of Judo and 
Selected Physical Education Activities on Male Unive±sity 
Freshman Personality Traits," Research Quarterly, 41; 
No. 3 (1970), pp. 425-431. 
1 2J. c. Andrews, "Personality, Sporting Interest 
and Achievement," Educational Review, 2 3 (February, ! 
1971), p. 130. 
1 3Linda Gaines, "Personality Characteristics I of 
Women Volleyball ahdyTennj._s,;P.layer§," Kentucky Associa-
tion for Health, Physical Education and Recreation I 
Journal, 11, No. 1 (November, 1974), pp. 15-16. 
women tennis players. 
Two relevant studies, one somewhat old and on~ 
I 
more recent, involved the personality factors of base-
ball players. 
10 
In 1951, La Place14 conducted a study in an 
attempt to determine whether there were any personality 
factors associated with success1in professional baseball. 
A success-group composed of major-league players was 
compared with a nonsuccess-group composed of minor-
league players, by means of the Minnesota Multiphasic' 
Personality Inventory. He concluded that success in 
professional baseball was associated with certain per;-
sonality factors. His study disclosed that major-
league players possess greater self-discipline, supe~ior 
social adaptability, and more initiative. 
Singer, 1 5 in 1969, studied personality facto~s 
of collegiate baseball and tennis players by 
The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and 
means of 
I 
the rat:i!ngs 
14John P. La Place, "Personality and its Rela-
tionship to Success in Professional Baseball," Research 
Quarterly, 25 ·(1954), pp. 313-319. 
15Robert N. Singer, "Personality Differences
1 Between and Within Baseball and Tennis Players," Research 
Quarterly, 40, No. 3 (1969)'., pp. 582-587. 
11 
of coaches. He found no significant differences bet~een 
' 
the higher-ranked and the lower-ranked baseball play~rs. 
That personality plays a role in baseball per-
formance is implied by Koufax, a former major-l·eague 
superstar-pitcher, who wrote: 
When you have your stuff, you should win. 
But when you can end up winning not on the 
strength of your arm, which is, after all, 
a gift, but on the strength of your brains 
and your experience and your knowledge, it 
is a victory that you feel belongs pecu-
liarly to yourself.16 
Hamilton,17 a former major-league player who 
has had considerable coaching experience both on the 
collegiate and ~ajor-league levels, stated that certain 
personality factors were prerequisite to the development 
of proficiency in baseball. He indicated that "confi-
' 
dence" in one's self (and in one's ability) was most 
essential. "Enthusiasm" was another characteristic he 
believed to be important because of the difficulty in 
doing anything well without being enthusiastic. AloAg 
with this, he noted that a certain degree of 
Story: 
No. 15 
l6sandy Koufax and Ed Linn, "The 
Part III, What Baseball Means to 
(July 26, 1966), p. 36. 
Sandy Koufax 
Me , " Look , 3 0 , 
I 17steve Hamilton, personal communication, March 
' 25, 1974. I 
12 
"aggressiveness" most probably existed. He declared 
that some form of "motivation" would be necessary in, 
order for an individual to participate in anything. 
Further, Hamiltonl8 was of the opinion that if an indi-
vidual had control of. ,himself, he would be more incl:i;ned 
to have control over his performance in baseball. 
18Ibid., September 25, 1974. 
Chapter 3 
PROCEDURE 
Introduction 
In order to conduct this study, the author, in 
consultation with a faculty member19 of the Department 
of Psychology and Special Education at Morehead State 
University, selected an appropriate instrument to be 
used in measurement of the personality of collegiate 
' baseball players. Next, the selection of collegiate~ 
level institutions which would be representative of 
successful baseball programs was decided upon. This 
was done in consultation with the Thesis Director, and 
with a former faculty member20 at Morehead State Uni-
versity, who at the writing of this study was a major 
league pitching-coach. I In cooperation with the coaches 
I 
of the selected collegiate baseball programs, the author 
visited the various campuses and collected the most 
19George s. Tapp, 
1974 to April, 1975. 
20steve Hamilton, 
1974 to February, 1975. 
personal communication, Jurie, 
' 
I personal communication, March, 
13 
' 14 
I 
pertinent data. The data were analyzed with the assist-
ance of a faculty member 21 of the Department of Mathl-
matical Sciences at Morehead State University. 
Instrument Used 
The instrument used in this study to measure 
the personality of college baseball players was the 16 
PF Test (Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire), 
which was constructed primarily by Raymond D. Cattell. 
' ' 
The questionnaire was published initially in 1949. 
Publication was preceded by approximately ten years of 
extensive observation and experimentation so as to de-
termine the different personality factors to be included 
! 
for measurement. With continued research, revisionsi 
were made in 1956, 1957, 1961, 1962, 1967, and 1968.: 
The 16 PF Test was an objectively-scored tesJ 
d . d . h 'd f. I esignate to measure, in as art perio o time, anl 
in.dividual' s personality as completely as may be possi-
ble. 22 
21Henry D. Muse, personal communication, 
December, 1974 to April, 1975. 
22IPAT, Manual for the 16 PF (Champaign, 
Illinois: Institute for Personality and Ability 
ing , 19 7 2) , p • 5 . 
I 
I 
I Test-
I 
I 
I 
I 
' I 
I 
I 
I 
15 
All of the four different Forms (A, B, C, and D) 
' 
of the 16 PF Test were appropriate to administer to f 
individuals possessing at least a high-school education. 
Upon the recommendation of a faculty member23 in the 
Department of Psychology and Special Education at More-
head State University, Form A was selected for this 
study. Form A included 187 test items, each of which 
contributed to only one personality factor so as to 
assure that no overlapping would result. Each one of 
the sixteen personality factors was independent of the 
other fifteen, with new and different information being 
provided by each factor. 
Of the sixteen different personality factors, 
seven had a possible maximum raw-score of twenty-six/ 
(C, E, F, H, M, O, and Q4), eight had a possible maximum 
I 
raw-score of twenty; (A, G, I, L, N, Ql,·Q2, and Q3), 
and one (Bl had a possible maximum raw-score of thirteen. 
I 
The sixteen personality factors consisted of the 
following,24 
Factor A - Sizothymia vs. Affectotpymia. 
23Tapp, loc. cit. 
24IPAT, op. cit., p. 6. 
16 
Factor B - Lower Scholastic Mental Capacity vs. 
I 
Higher Scholastic Mental Capacity! 
Factor C - Lower Ego Strength vs. Higher Ego 
Strength. 
Factor E - Submissiveness vs. Dominance. 
Factor F - Desurgency vs. Surgency. 
I 
Factor G - Weaker Superego Strength vs. Stronger 
Superego Strength. 
Factor H - Threctia vs. Parmia. 
Factor I - Harria vs. Premsia. 
Factor L - Alaxia vs. Protension. 
Factor M - Praxernia vs. Autia. 
Factor N - Artlessness vs. Shrewdness. 
Factor b - Untroubled Adequacy vs. Guilt 
Proneness. 
Factor Ql - Conservativism vs. Radicalism. 
Factor Q2 Group Adherence vs. Self-Sufficiency. 
I 
Factor Q3 - Low Integration vs. High Self-
Concept Control. 
Factor Q4 - Low Ergic Tension vs. High Ergic 
Tension. 
17 
Method of Obtaining Data 
In order to determine which institutions were to 
be included in this study, six criteria were established. 
First, an institution had to have had a success-
ful baseball program; the winning of approximately two-
thirds of its games over the three seasons previous to 
the conduct of this study (1972, 1973, and 1974) was 
established as a minimum. During this three-year pe~iod 
the won-and-lost percentages (rounded-off) for these-
lected institutions were: Pfeiffer College with 69%; 
Ohio Northern University with 68%; Central Michigan 
University with 65%; and the University of South Carol-
ina with 71%. 
Second, because of the various sizes and classi-
fications of institutions, successful baseball progr~ms 
from four different levels were to be included. The 
classifications (in regard to baseball) and the sizes 
of the selected institutions were: Pfeiffer College, a 
small church-related college with approximately 1,000 
students, and an NAIA member; Ohio Northern University, 
a small state-university with approximately 3,000 stu-
! 
dents, and a Division III, NCAA member; Central Michigan 
' 
' approximately 
18 
University, a mid-major university with 
15,000 students, and a Division I, NCAA I member; and the 
University of South Carolina, a major university with 
approximately 27,000 students, and a Division I, NCAA 
member. 
Third, in an attempt to avoid the influence of a 
restricted geographical area, each institution selected 
' 
was to be located in a different state. The locatio~s 
of the schools were as follows: Pfeiffer College in, 
Misenheimer, North Carolina; Ohio Northern University in 
Ada, Ohio; Central Michigan University in Mt. Pleasant, 
Michigan; and the University of South Carolina in 
Columbia, South Carolina. 
Fourth, each of the baseball teams had to have 
had the same coach during the three-year period. 
Fifth, each baseball coach had to have given 
written permission for his players to participate ini 
this study. (In order to insure accurate results, it 
was important that a proper atmosphere existed at the 
time the 16 PF Test was administered; the cooperation 
of the baseball coaches played a major role in estab-
lishing such an atmosphere.) 
Sixth, so as to keep as many variables constant 
as possible, the 16 PF Test was 
writer to each participant in a 
respective campus. 
19 
administered by the 
' 
classroom-setting onJhis 
The 16 PF Test was administered at Pfeiffer 
College on September 12, 1974; at the University of 
South Carolina on September 13, 1974; at Central 
Michigan University on November 7, 1974; and at Ohio 
Northern University on November 8, 1974. Before the, 
players completed the test, the investigator (following 
an introduction by the baseball coach) briefly explained 
the purpose of the study, gave directions for the test-
ing procedure, and expressed appreciation for each play-
er's cooperation. Each testing period took approximately 
one hour. 
A total of fifty-nine baseball players of record 
took the 16 PF Test. The number of players particip~t-
' 
' ing from each institution were: eleven from Pfeiffer 
Colieg~; eighteen from Ohio Northern University; fif~ 
' 
teen from Central Michigan University; and fifteen from 
the University of South Carolina. 
Before leaving each of the 
writer obtained from the respective 
campuses visited, ,the 
I 
, I 
coach the playing 
' 
I 
records of all the baseball players who took the 16 ~F 
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Test. 
Treatment of Data 
The raw scores for each of the sixteen personal-
ity factors on the 16 PF Test were tabulated for each of 
the fifty-nine baseball players who were tested. The 
calculations to determine whether a significant diff~r-
ence existed between compared-groupings were based u~on 
these raw scores. 
Each player was classified according to whether 
he was primarily a batter, primarily a pitcher, or play-
ed both ways. Each player's name was replaced by a 
three-digit number. Those numbers starting with the 
digit "O", represented players who were primarily bat-
ters; those numbers starting with the digit "l", repre-
sented players who were primarily pitchers; and those 
' 
numbers starting with the digit "2", represented play-
1 
ers who played both ways. Within the three groupings: 
players who were primarily batters, players who were 
primarily pitchers, and players who played both ways; 
the players were further placed according to their 
playing records by means ·of K-Scores. 
A bK~Score represented a player's performance 
as a batter. A player's individual statistics: 
average, slugging average (total number of bases 
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batting 
I 
divided 
' 
by number of at-bats), and percentage of games played 
were totaled to arrive at his bK-Score. Each of these 
statistics was calculated as the same type of figure; 
a decimal point followed by three digits - .000. The 
bK-Score varied according to the degree of success 
experienced by each player. 
A pK-Score represented a player's performance 
as a pitcher. A player's individual statistics: won-
and-lost percentage, converted earned-run average, and 
the converted percentage of innings pitched were totaled 
to arrive at his pK-Score. Each of these statistics:was 
' 
calculated as the same type of figure; a decimal point 
followed by three digits - .000. The earned-run average 
was converted so as to show that as the score increased, 
performance increased .. As a basis upon which to det~r-
mine the earned-run average, the figure 1.000 was us$d. 
The pK-Score varied according to the degree of success 
experienced by each player. 
Earned-run averages have been indicated as one 
' I 
or two digits, followed by a decimal point, followedlby 
I 
two digits (e.g., 1.35). For purposes of arriving at 
! 
I 
the pK-Score, the decimal point was moved 
the left (e.g., .135) and this figure was 
one place to 
I 
subtracted! 
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from 1.000 to arrive at the converted earned-run average. 
(A lower earned-run average would produce a higher con-
verted earned-run average, and conversely.) Any earned-
run average above 9.99 was indicated as .000. 
The usual procedure to determine the percentage 
of innings pitched would be to include every pitcher on 
a particular team and to total the number of innings 
pitched. This sum, divided into each pitcher's number 
of innings pitched, would show his percentage for a 
given season. Computing this for each season pitched, 
and then determining an average, would yield the precise 
d:igure. 
Due to the fact that not all of the pitchers 
from each of the schools included in this study were· 
available to participate, the following method was 
substituted for the usual procedure cited above. 
The number of innings pitched by each of the 
participating pitchers fr0m one institution during the 
1974 season was. totaled. Each player's number of in-
nings pitched then was divided by this sum so as to , 
' 
determine his percentage of innings pitched during 1~74. 
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' This procedure was followed for each of the four insti-
tutions. Percentages for the 1972 and the 1973 seaslns 
I 
were based upon the 1974 season records. All of the 
participating pitchers did not play during the 1972 and/ 
or the 1973 seasons. Consequently, so as to keep each 
season's records proportional, the percentage of games 
played both/either during the 1972 and the 1973 seasons, 
as compared with the 1974 season, was computed for each 
institution. This percentage then was multiplied by 
each team's total number of innings pitched for the 1974 
season in order to arrive at a proportional sum for the 
1972 and/or for the 1973 seasons. With each season's 
records treated separately, the sum was divided into a 
player's number of innings pitched for any one corre-
sponding season. If a pitcher played more than one 
season, an average for each of the seasons was computed. 
This constituted the converted percentage of innings I 
pitched. 
To illustrate the above, Table 1 shows hypo-
thetically the converted percentage of innings pitched 
by a pitcher for School "X". 
Pitcher 
II A II 
II B II 
"C" 
"D" 
Table l 
Converted Percentage of Innings Pitched 
(IP) by a Pitcher for Scnool 11 X11 
1974 1973 1972 
(40 games) (40 games) (30 games) 
IP % of IP % of IP % of Converted 
IP IP IP % of IP 
40 - .400 40 
-
.400 20 - .266 .355 
30 - .300 20 - . , 200 * .250 
20 
-
.200 * * .200 
10 - .100 * * .100 
100a 100 75 
* - Pitcher did not play during this particular 
season. 
a -·Basis for computing sum of innings pitched for 
1973 and for 1972. 
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Initially, the fielding averages were to be 
included in the calculations of the K-Scores, but be~ 
cause some of the playerls fielding averages were 
unavailable, these had to be excluded. It was dis-
covered, however, that for those players for whom field-
ing averages were available, the exclusion of their 
fielding averages had a negligible effect upon the 
relative ratings of these players. That is, the ratings 
' 
' 
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showed very little difference when they were 
with and without the fielding averages. 
calculared 
Two additional calculations for each of the 
players who were primarily pitchers were performed. 
One of these involved control. This figure was deter-
mined for each of these players by dividing the total-
number of walks he permitted by the total-number of 
innings he pitched. The other involved permitting 
opponents to reach base. This figure was determined 
for each of these players by dividing the combined-
total of the number of walks allowed and the number of 
hits given up, by the,total-number of innings he pitched. 
So as to determine the validity of the proce-
dures used in the placing of the baseball players who 
were included in this study, it was decided that a 
pilot study be undertaken. The baseball team of Mor~-
head State University was utilized for this purpose. In 
November, 1974, the head coach and one of the assistc\.nt 
coaches were asked to rate whom they believed were the 
top fifteen of the twenty-seven baseball players includ-
ed on the 1974-75 team roster. 
This institution had a successful program over 
I 
I 
the three seasons prior to the conduct of this studyj 
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(1972, 1973, 1974); the team's won-and-lost percenta~e 
' (rounded-off) being 61%. Morehead State University,la 
middle-sized university with approximately 7,000 students, 
located in Morehead, Kentucky, was classified (in regard 
to baseball) as a Division I, NCAA member. 
It was somewhat noteworthy that the two baseball 
coaches differed on only one selection. Each coach chose 
eleven players who were primarily batters and four who 
were primarily pitchers. K-Scores were then calculated 
for all the players on the baseball team and compared 
with the ratings of each of the coaches. It was found 
that for the ratings of each of the coaches, thirteen 
of the fifteen rated players had the highest K-Scores. 
When the ratings of both of the coaches were combined 
(this included twelve players who were primarily batters 
and four players who were primarily pitchers), fifteen 
I 
of the sixteen rated players had the highest ratings; 
These results (correlations of O. 87 and o .• 94) appeared 
to indicate that the procedures used in this study for 
arriving at placing of the baseball players were sub-,-
stantially valid. 
In order to be able to make different comparisons 
I 
' between the baseball players who were included in this 
I 
study, the players were further placed into various 
groupings. 
The comparisons included the following group-
ings: 
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1- Higher-Achieving Players and Lower-Achieving 
Players. 
2- Higher-Achieving Batters and Lower-Achieving 
Batters. 
3- Higher-Achieving Pitchers and Lower-Achiev-
ing Pitchers. 
4- Players who were grimarily Batters or 
Primarily Pitchers and Players who glayed 
Both Ways. 
5- Pitchers and Nonpitchers. 
6- Highest-Achieving Batters and Lowest-
Achieving Batters. 
7- Pitchers with Higher-Control and Pitchers 
with Lower-Control. 
8- Pitchers Permitting a Lower-Percentage of, 
Opponents to Reach Base and Pitchers Permtt-
ting a Higher-Percentage of Opponents to 
Reach Base. 
9- Collegiate Baseball Players and Collegiate 
Men. 
Statistical Technique Used 
In the different comparisons included in the 
various groupings, each of the sixteen personality 
factors was considered separately. This was 
attempt to determine whether any significant 
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done inlan 
differe.ces 
! 
existed between the compared-groupings of the baseball 
players relative to each of the sixteen personality 
factors. The statistical technique used to arrive at 
this determination was the independent "t" test. 
Chapter 4 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduction 
The data included in this study were gathered 
from fifty-nine collegiate baseball players of record 
from four selected institutions. These data were ana-
lyzed in an attempt to determine whether any significant 
differences existed between compared-groupings of the 
baseball players relative to sixteen personality factors. 
This determination was arrived at statistically by means 
of the independent "t" test.25 
Findings 
Included in the findings were those differences 
which were considered to be significant (at no greater 
than the .05 level) and those differences which possi-
bly suggested further investigation (at the .10 level). 
25A description of the independent "t" test may 
be found in Appendix C. 
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Higher-Achieving Players and Lower-Achieving Playersl 
In Table 2, for the compared-grouping of hig,er-
achieving players ahd lower-achieving players, are pre-
sented the two differences (for Factors26 A and F) which 
were ·considered to be significant. 
Factor 
A 
F 
Table 2 
Higher-Achieving Players and 
Lower-Achieving Players 
Higher-Achievinga Lower-Achievingb 
Players Players 
Mean S .D. Mean S.D. 
8.40 2.93 10.89 3.72 
15.73 4.96 18.07 3.58 
**** - significant at .01 level. 
** - significant at .OS level. 
a - composed of thir,ty.-pli3.yer§: "'! 
b - composed of twenty-eight players. 
' 
II t II 
-3.1869~*** 
' 
~2.0683** 
26A complete description of each of the person-
ality factors may be found in: IPAT, Manual for the1l6 
PF (Champaign, Illinois: Institute for Personality and 
Ability Testing, 1972), pp. 17-22. 
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I 
Higher-Achieving Batters and Lower-Achieving Batters 
In Table 3, for the compared grouping of higher-
I 
! 
achieving batters and lower-achieving batters, are p~e-
sented the one difference (for Factor A) which was con-
sidered to be significant, and the three differences 
(for Factors F, I, and Ql) which possibly suggested 
further investigation. 
Table 3 
Higher-Achieving Batters and 
Lower-Achieving Batters 
Higher-Achievinga Lower-Achievingb 
Batters Batters 
Factor Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
A 8.54 2.98 10.70 3.39 
F 16.04 4.53 18.22 3.74 
I 10.25 3.27 8.74 2.96 
Ql 9.38 3.42 7.57 2.92 
** 
-
significant at .05 level. 
* - significant at .10 level. 
a - composed of twenty-four players. 
b - composed of twenty-three players. 
II t II 
-2.310** 
-1.799* 
1.661* 
1.952* 
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I 
Higher-Achieving Ritchers and Lower-Achieving Pitchers 
In Table 4, for the compared-grouping of 
I 
higher-
I 
' achieving pitchers and lower-achieving pitchers, are: 
presented the two differences (for Factors B and E): 
which were considered to be significant, and the one 
difference (for Factor M) which possibly suggested 
further investigation. 
Factor 
Table 4 
Higher-Achieving Pitchers and 
Lower-Achieving Pitchers 
Higher-Achievinga Lower-Achievingb 
Pitchers Pitchers 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. II t II 
B 
E 
9.70 1.16 8.22 1.20 -2.6479*** 
11.70 3.56 15.22 
M 9.20 1.81 11.11 
*** - significant at .02 level. 
* - significant at .10 level. 
a - compose~ of ten players. 
b - composed of nine players. 
2.05 -2.6019*** 
I 
I 
2.36 -1.9940* 
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I 
I 
Players who were Primarily Batters or Primarily Pitchers 
and Players who Played Both Ways 
I 
In Table 5, for the compared-grouping of players 
I 
who were primarily batters or primarily pitchers and, 
players who played both ways, are presented the lack of 
differences which were considered to be significant, and 
the three differences (for Factors A, B, and H) which 
possibly suggested further investigation. 
Table 5 
Players who were Primarily Batters or Primarily: 
Pitchers and Players who glayed Both Ways 
Factor 
A 
B 
H 
Batter or 
Pitchera 
Mean S.D. 
7.38 3.96 
9.50 1.41 
9.50 6.19 
Played Both 
Waysb 
Mean 
10.00 
8.39 
13.57 
S.D. 
3.35 
1.59 
5.49 
* - significant at .10 level. 
a - composed of fifty-one players. 
b - composed of eight players. 
II t II 
I 
-1.99:).4* 
1.8553* 
-1.9150* 
Pitchers and Nonpitchers 
In Table 6, for the compared-grouping of 
pitchers and nonpitchers, are presented the two dif-, 
I 
ferences (for Factors Band O) which were considered' 
to be significant. 
Factor 
Table 6 
Pitchers and Nonpitchers 
Pitchersa 
Mean S.D. 
Nonpitchersb 
Mean S.D. II t II 
-2.0586** 
34 
B 
0 
9 .10 1. 41 
12.20 3.52 
8.26 1,63 
9.74 3.96 -2.43131"*** 
**** - significant at .01 level. 
** - significant at .05 level. 
a - composed of twenty·-players. 
b - composed of thirty-nine players. 
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Highest-Achieving Batters and Lowest-Achieving Batters 
I 
' In Table 7, for the compared-grouping of high-
I 
est-achieving batters and lowest-achieving batters, are 
I 
presented the three differences (for Factors A, Ql, and 
Q3) which were considered to be significant, and the one 
difference (for Factor G) which possibly suggested 
further investigation. 
Factor 
A 
Ql 
Q3 
G 
**** -
*** 
-
** -
* 
-
a 
-
b 
-
Table 7 
Highest-Achieving B·atters and 
Lowest-Achieving Batters 
Highest-Achievinga Lowest-Achievingb 
Batters Batters 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. II t II 
8.06 2.96 11.75 3.09 -3.5510**** 
9.39 3.68 6.56 2.71 2.5688'/'** 
10.50 3.11 13.06 3.55 -2.2265** 
' 
' 
10.17 3.90 12.50 4.03 -1.7104* 
significant at . 01 level • 
significant at . 02 level . 
significant at • OS level . 
significant at . 10 level . 
composed of eighteen players. 
composed of sixteen players. 
Pitchers with Higher-Control and Pitchers with Lower~ 
I 
Control I 
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In Table 8, for the compared-grouping of 
pitchers with higher-control and pitchers with lower-
control, are presented theoone difference (for Factor O) 
which was considered to be significant, and the~0 one 
difference (for Factor L) which possibly suggested 
further investigation. 
Table 8 
Pitchers with Higher-Control and 
Pitchers with Lower-Control 
Higher-Control a Lower-Controlb 
Pitchers Pitchers 
Factor Mean S.D. Mean 
0 10.60 2.76 14.67 
L 8.40 2.80 10.33 
**** - significant at .01 level. 
* - significant at .10 level. 
a - composed of ten players. 
b - composed of nine players. 
S .D. 
2.45 
1.58 
llt II 
-3.3834'{'*** 
I 
' 
I 
-1,8252* 
Pitchers Permitting a Lower-Percentage of Opponents to 
I 
Reach Base and Pitchers Permitting a Higher-Percenta~e 
of Opponents to Reach Base 
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In Table 9, for the compared-grouping of pitchers 
permitting a lower-percentage of opponents to reach base 
and pitchers permitting a higher-percentage of opponents 
to reach base, is presented the one difference (for 
Factor B) which was considered to be significant. 
Table 9 
Pitchers Permitting a Lower-Percentage of Opponents 
to Reach Base and Pitchers Permitting a Higher-
Percentage of Opponents to Reach Base 
Lower-Percentagea 
Pitchers 
Higher-Percentageb 
Pitchers 
Factor Mean S.D. Mean 
B 9.55 1.37 8.25 
** - significant at .05 level. 
a - composed of eleven players. 
b - composed of eight players. 
S.D. 
1.03 
"t II 
2.2442** 
I 
.Collegiate Baseball Players and Collegiate Men 
' 
In Table 10, for the compared-grouping of cot-
legiate baseball players and collegiate men 27 (1962 ! 
' 
' 
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Norms, being the most-recent available), are presented 
the seven differences (for Factors B, F, M, N, Ql, Q3, 
and Q4) which were considered to be significant, and the 
one difference (for Factor I) which possibly suggested 
further investigation. 
27Raymond B. Cattell and Herbert W. Eber, 
Supplement of Norms for Forms A and B of the Sixteen 
Personality Factor Questionnaire (Champaign, Illinois: 
Institute for Personality and Ability Testing, 1962), 
p. 13. 
Factor 
B 
F 
M 
N 
Ql 
Q3 
Q4 
I 
**** -
** 
-
* -
a.-
b -
Table 10 
Collegiate Baseball Players and 
Collegiate Men 
Collegiate Collegiate 
Baseball Men 
Playersa (1962 Norms) 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
8.54 1.60 7.72 1.80 
17.00 4.56 15.73 ;4. 40 
9.95 3.42 11.68 3.41 
8.36 2.34 11.07 2.63 
8.44 3.19 9.64 2.75 
12.00 3.36 10.14 3.07 
14.00 44.75 12.01 4.81 
9.61 3.13 8.79 3.49 
significant at . 01 level . 
significant at . 05 level . 
significant at • 10 level . 
composed of fifty-nine players. 
composed of 1105 collegiate men. 
Summary 
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"t" 
3.8197**** 
2.0898** 
-3.7925**** 
-8.6217**** 
-2.8314**** 
4.1629**** 
3.1319**** 
1.9493* 
In Table 11, for all of the compared-groupin~s, 
I 
are presented the nineteen differences relative to each 
' 
I 
personality factor which were considered to be signif-, 
i icant (at no greater than the .05 level), and the ten 
I 
differences relative to each personality factor which 
' possibly suggested further investigation (at the .10' 
level). 
Factor 
A 
B 
C 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
L 
M 
N 
0 
Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Table 11 
Differences Found for Each of the 
Sixteen Personality Factors 
Significant 
(at no greater; 
than • 05 level) 
3 
4 
0 
1 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
l 
l 
2 
2 
0 
2 
l 
19 
Further 
Investigation 
(at .10 level) 
l 
l 
0 
0 
1 
l 
l 
2 
1 
l 
0 
0 
l 
0 
0 
0 
Io 
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Chapter 5 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Introduction 
' This study was conducted in an attempt to deter-
mine whether any significant relationship existed be-
tween personality of collegiate baseball players and 
their performance. 
The 16 PF Test -(Sixteen Personality Factor 
Questionnaire) was administered by the author to fifty-
nine baseball players of record (1972, 1973, and 1974) 
from four selected collegiate-level institutions (el~ven 
from Pfeiffer College, eighteen from Ohio Northern Uni-
! 
versity, fifteen from Central Michigan University, and 
fifteen from the University of South Carolina) which 
were representative of successful baseball programs. 
I The playing records of the fifty-nine baseball players 
I 
were obtained from their respective coaches. 
The results of the 16 PF Test were tabulated and 
the baseball players were classified, according to their 
playing records, into various categories. These catego-
ries were validated by means of a pilot study of ratings 
of the baseball team of Morehead State University by two 
41 
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of its coaches. 
For the purpose of making different comparisons 
' 
I between the baseball players, they were further placed 
into various groupings. These compared-groupings of,the 
baseball players were analyzed, by means of the indepen-
dent "t" test, in an attempt to determine whether any 
significant differences existed relative to sixteen per-
sonality factors. 
Summary 
' Relative to sixteen personality factors, a total 
of nine comparisons were made involving fifty-nine col-
legiate baseball players. 
teen differences which were 
The findings revealed nin~-
1 
I 
considered to be signifi~ant 
' 
(at no greater than the .OS level), and ten differences 
which possi!hy suggested further investigation (at 
.10 level). 
the 
I 
I 
For each of the compared-groupings involving 
collegiate baseball players relative to the personality 
factors, the following significant differen?es were 
found. 
For the compared-grouping ofrrhigher-achieving 
players and lower-achieving players, Factors "A" and 
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"F"i thus, higher-achieving players seemed to be more 
reserved (detached, critical, and cool) and less hapby-
1 
go-lucky (impulsively lively and enthusiastic) than ' 
lower-achieving players. 
For the compared-grouping of higher-achieving 
batters and lower-achieving batters, Factor "A"; thus, 
higher-achieving batters seemed to be more reserved 
(detached, critical, and cool) than lower-achieving 
batters. 
For the compared-grouping of higher-achieving 
pitchers and lower-achieving pitchers, Factors "B" and 
"E"; thus, higher-achieving pitchers seemed to be more 
intelligent (abstract-thinking and bright) and humble 
I 
(mild, accommodating,Land conforming) than lower-
achieving pitchers. 
For the compared-grouping of players who were 
primarily batters or primarily pitchers and players 
who played both ways, no Factors; thus, players who were 
primarily batters of primarily pitchers seemed to be 
similar to players who played both ways. 
For the compared-grouping of pitchers and non-
pitchers, Factors "B" and "O"i thus, pitchers seemed•to 
be more intelligent (abstract-thinking and.bright) aid 
apprehensive (worrying, depressive, and troubled) 
nonpitchers. 
I 44 
than 
I 
For the compared-grouping of highest-achieving 
I 
I 
batters and lowest-achieving batters, Factors "A", "Ql", 
I 
and "Q'3"; thus, highest-achieving batters seemed to be 
more reserved (detached, critical, and cool), less con-
servative (respecting established ideas and tolerant of 
traditional difficulties), and more in undisciplined 
self-conflict (careless of protocol and follows own 
urges) than the lowest-achieving batters. 
! 
For the compared-grouping of pitchers with high-
er-control and pitchers with lower-control, Factor "O"; 
thus, pitchers with higher-control seemed to be morej 
I 
placid (self-assured, confident, and serene) than 
pitchers with lower-control. 
For the comp·ared-grouping of pitchers permitting 
l 
a lower-percentage of opponents to reach base and pitch-
ers permitting a higher-percentage of opponents to r 7ach 
base, Factor "B"; thus, pitchers permitting·-ajlower-
percentage of opponents to reach base seemed to be m9re 
intelligent (abstract-thinking and bright) than pitchers 
' 
permitting a higher-percentage of opponents to reach 
base. 
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I 
For the compared-grouping of collegiate baseball 
players and collegiate men (1962 Norms), Factors "B"l 
11 F 11 , 11 M11 , "N", 11 Ql 11 , "Q3", and 11 Q4 11 ; thus, collegiat~ 
baseball players seemed to be more intelligent (ab-
stract-thinking and bright), happy-go-lucky (impulsively 
'lively andeenthusiastic), practical (careful, conven-
tional, regulated by external realities, and proper), 
forthright (natural, artless, and sentimental), con-. 
servative (respecting established ideas, tolerant of 
traditional difficulties), controlled (socially precise, 
following self-image), and tense (frustrated, driven; 
and overwrought) than collegiate men. 
Conclusions 
Based upon the results of the findings relative 
to sixteen personality factors 
groupings involving fifty-nine 
' for the nine compared~ 
l 
collegiate baseball play-
' 
ers, the following conclusions appeared to be warranted. 
- Not too many differences were found between J;iase-
ball players; therefore, it seemed that collegiate base-
ball players were somewhat similar in personality. 
Six personality factors (Factors C,GG, H, I,:L, 
' and Q2) were found in no way to be of•Jsignificance in 
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regard to performance as a baseball player. 
Two personality factors (Factors A and F) were 
found to stand out for higher-achieving baseball players. 
These factors would seem to indicate that higher-
achieving players were more reserved and less happy- go-
lucky. 
Three personality factors (Factors A, Ql , and 
Q3) were found to stand out for highest-achieving bat-
ters . These factors would seem to indicate that h i gh-
e st-achieving batters were rrore reserved, less conser-
vative, and mor e in undisciplined self-conflict . 
Three personality factors (Factors B, E , and 0) 
were found to stand out for higher- achi eving pitchers . 
These factors would seem to indicate that higher-
achi eving pitchers were more intelligent, humble, and 
placi d . 
Players, regardless of position played, were 
found to be similar in personality . 
The greatest differences in personality were 
found to be between collegiate baseball players and 
coll egiate men . Seven personality factors (Factors 
B , F, M, N, Ql, Q3, and Q4) were found to stand out 
for collegiate baseball players . These factors 
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would seem to indicate that collegiate baseball players 
were more intelligent, happy-go-lucky, practical, forth-
right, conservative, controlled, and tense . However, 
this finding was somewhat limited because the most-
recent norms available were those of 1962. 
The findings in this study were somewhat similar 
to those of the earlier studies which were reviewed. 
Recommendations 
Upon a careful review of the conclusions, the 
following recommendations would be offered by the author. 
Because the 16 PF Test was designed for use 
only as a screening test, further exploration of the -.. 
relationship of personality and collegiate baseball 
players might be undertaken. 
A collegiate baseball coach might attempt to 
recruit those batters, possessing natural ability, who 
appeared to be more reserved, less conservative, and 
more in undisciplined self-conflict. 
A collegiate baseball coach might attempt to 
recruit those pitchers, possessing natural ability, who 
appeared to be more intelligent, humble, and placid. 
If a collegiate baseball coach is undecided as 
48 
to where to play an individual player, possessing 
exceptional ability, and the player appeared to be more 
intelligent and apprehensive, he might be tried as a, 
' 
pitcher. 
A future study might be undertaken relative to 
the comparison of the personality of collegiate base~ 
ball players associated with successful programs"and 
the personality of collegiate baseball players asso-
ciated with unsuccessful programs. 
A future study might be undertaken relative to 
the relations~ip of success as a baseball player and 
motivation. ' 
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" l 
Players 
A 
011 9 
013 12 
014 14 
016 11 
018 7 
019 15 
020 9 
021 16 
023 8 
---- 24. -8 
025 6 
Table 12 
Raw Scores on the 16 PF Test for Each of the Baseball 
Players Included in the Study 
Personality Factor 
B C E F G H I L M N 0 Ql Q2 
8 14 11 21 6 11 4 9 12 11 16 9 9 
6 9 14t, 12 15 4 16 12 9 .. 8 12 3 11 
11 18 11 L3 19 6 11 5 4 10 6 6 7 
8 18 13 14 16 7 12 .10 11 8 10 12 14 
8 17 15 20 8 15 12 7 9 11 10 10 5 
7 12 10 18 15 7 11 3 7 9 16 4 9 
8 15 14 12 9 6 8 13 13 11 9 10 13 
5 19 15 19 10 26 14 5 16 10 3 9 4 
9 21 16 1.7 18 17 7 5 10 9 11 12 10 
Q3 Q4 
7 21 
14 16 
16 11 
14 10 
10 15 
15 18 
12 15 
13 11 
14 16 
- 7 1-7 -1-2----12 16- -L6---6 -- -1-- -1-3- 8- - 5 ---9- -1-1--1-7--- --6-
7 18 11 16 6 12 13 12 12 10 11 13 13 14 15 
l1l 
0 
Table 12 (continued) 
Players Personality Factor 
A B C E· F G H I L M N 0 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 
026 13 10 14 12 22 19 21 11 7 7 12 8 6 5 19 5 
029 11 9 6 7 7 15 3 8 9 4 12 15 8 3 12 22 
034 8 9 18 11 20 8 22 8 10 14 9 9 9 5 9 16 
035 15 8 12 12 20 12 16 7 8 8 8 6 10 9 10 12 
036 9 11 20 20 11 4 16 16 7 20 9 3 12 13 11 12 
040 8 10 22 13 12 12 9 6 7 14 6 5 10 16 13 12 
041 9 6 J:O 22 19 18 19 6 10 8 10 14 1 9 10 15 
042 7 9 19 12 23 10 20 7 6 9 10 5 10 11 12 7 
043 7 7 18 10 14 7 14 8 10 8 10 6 11 11 11 11 
045 12 9 14 16 22 10 17 12 8 8 3 7 9 12 6 17 
046 8 8 11 7 12 17 9 10 9 3 8 14 3 8 14 21 
--- - --
049 10 8 11 23 15 13 12 10 10 2 9 18 7 15 16 24 U1 
f--' 
Table 12 (continued) 
Players Personality Factor 
A B C E F G H I L M N 0 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 
050 9 8 18 7 19 12 11 10 9 9 7 10 4 8 13 16 
052 11 5 7 15 20 10 14 13 11 10 6 10 12 5 6 16 
053 5 6 18 8 14 12 13 8 10 7 6 11 12 12 16 14 
056 8 8 16 9 14 18 9 8 7 8 10 9 8 7 20 9 
058 10 8 13 10 17 14 13 12 6 13 13 12 7 12 14 10 
059 8 10 16 21 19 8 14 13 9 12 5 8 16 11 7 14 
061 13 8 13 9 20 7 17 6 17 7 13 13 · 12 7 4 25 
064 11 9 13 16 20 16 16 12 9 6 9 15 9 7 13 14 
065 14 9 18 11 21 5 16 10 12. 7 9 9 9 9 8 16 
066 10 6 17 13 15 11 10 10 8 18 8 9 13 8 11 10 
067 17 9 18 17 26 9 22 12 8 9 4 11 4 8 10 17 
- - - - -··--·--- - ----------- - - - --
068 12 7 12 8 20 14 5 8 8 8 6 16 4 9 11 21 <.n 
"' 
Table 12 (continued) 
Players Personality Factor 
A B C E F G H I L M N 0 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 
069 9 11 23 11 16 16 16 14 5 10 6 4 9 10 17 6 
112 8 7 12 17 19 15 8 7 13_ 14 6 13 12 7 9 17 
115 5 10 17 5 3 9 4 13 10 8 8 11 3 15 15 11 
117 4 10 8 15 19 15 10 8 11 7 7 16 11 11 10 19 
122 11 7 18 18 13 10 19 . 7. 7 10 9 11 8 12 11 9 
133 18 8 15 13 19 16 10 10 12 12 7 1_7 7 6 11 18 
154 9 8 11 13 15 9 11 10 9 11 8 13 8 10 11 15 
155 12 11 19 16 25 17 23 15 8 10 6 6 6 8 14 11 
160 10 8 13 17 19 9 16 7 11 12 6 17 13 8 11 20 
227 3 8 13 17 19 13 11 8 16 12 6 12 13 15 12 18 
228 7 9 18 13 23 10 14 7 6 12 5 9 7 8 7 14 
----- -- ------- ---------
----
----- ---- -----
230 9 11 20 14 25 7 21 9 12 14 5 8 10 11 7 12 U1 
w 
Table 12 (continued) 
Players Personality Factor 
A B C E F G H I L M N 0 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 
231 4 8 10 12 11 15 8 10 11 9 10 15 9 12 15 17 
232 16 9 21 17 23 11 19 11 4 12 8 5 10 6 11 5 
237 5 12 9 12 12 14 7 8 8 9 10 13 3 7 13 15 
238 2 7 7 13 18 15 0 12 12 8 10 17 5 17 9 21 
239 11 11 17 24 14 6 18 2 9 14 4 4 9 8 10 16 
244 10 10 12 14 17 13 8 5 10 11 9 15 6 .1.7 12 14 
247 5 9 12 16 22 6 20 12 5 7 7 10 10 14 9 9 
248 14 10 17 14 18 9 14 4 10 14 8 10 5 8 14 10 
251 5 9 14 10 9 10 7 8 9 10 9 11 9 12 12 12 
257 11 9 15 12 17 18 17 7 10 6 13 11 5 3 19 5 
262 11 10 13 7 15 12 6 13 11 10 12 15 10 10 15 13 
- --- -- ---- -
-- - -- -- -
- - - --·- - -- -
263 10 11 20 16 16 9 16 15 8 10 7 9 7 7 12 9 (Jl 
"" 
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Table 13 
Cumulative Data for Each of the Players 
Included in the Study 
I 
Batting Slugging Percentage of I Player Average Average Games Played bK-Scores 
I 
011 .271 .364 .478 I 1.113, 
013 .287 .366 .923 1.576 
014 .370 .424 . 405. 1.199 
016 .220 .300 .564 1. 084 
018 .401 .682 1.000 I 2.083! 
i 
019 .187 .187 .282 .6561 
020 .222 .222 .333 
.7771 
021 .000 .000 .051 
.0511 
023 .313 .354 .486 1.153 
024 .150 .350 .581 
' 
1.081 
025 .429 .476 .410 1.315 
026 .292 .333 .250 .875 
029 .200 .257 .781 1.238 
034 .250 .250 .188 .688! 
035 .166 .208 .365 .739' 
036 .330 .391 .971 1.692 1 
040 .500 .500 .150 1.150 
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Table 13 (continued) 
Batting Slugging Percentage of I Player Average Average Games Played bK-Scores 
I 
041 .139 .222 .420 .781 
042 .283 .327 1.000 1.610 
043 .258 .364 .986 1.608 
045 .207 .304 .544 1.055 
046 .259 .328 .812 1.399\ 
049 .286 /357 .118 . 761 1 
050 .263 .333 .307 .903 
052 .278 .378 .792 1.448 
053 .240 .314 1.000 1.554 
056 .100 .100 .301 .501 
058 .310 .390 .459 1.159 
059 .260 .389 .942 1.591 1 
061 .315 .462 .929 1.7061 
064 .239 .397 1.000 1. 63 6 l 
065 .105 .158 .375 . 638 J 
' 
066 .293 .524 .714 1.531 1 
067 .133 .200 .320 .653, 
068 .208 .417 .375 1.000 
069 .209 .267 .374 .850 
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Table Ic-3 (continued) 
I 
I 
Batting Slugging Percentage of I ! 
Player Average Average Garnes Played bK-Scores 
227 .200 .263 .623 1.086 
228' .cl.76 .216 .609 1.001 
230 .306 .412 .906 1. 624 
*231 .250 .500 .269 1.019, 
' *232 .000 .ooo .297 .297, 
237 .280 .346 .865 1.491. 
238 .271 .341 .913 I 1.5251 
239 .223 .351 .899 1.473 1 
244 .133 .244 .294 .671' 
247 .287 .389 .779 1.455 
248 .237 .325 .386 .948 
251 .312 .429 .931 1.672, 
*257 .000 .000 .250 .2501 
I 
262 .229 .333 .589 1.151 
*263 .166 .250 .265 .681 
59 
Table 13 (continued) 
Converted 
Converted Percentage-
Won-and-Lost Earned-Run- of-Innings 
Player Percentage Average Pitched pK-Score 
I 
I 
112 .636 .646 .249 1.531 
' 
115 .667 .739 
! 
.522 1. 928 
' 
117 .800 .581 .150 1. 531 
I 
' 122 .600 .633 .196 1.429 
I 
133 .000 .000 .013 .013 
154 .500 .466 .110 1.016 
I 
**15.5 .000 .000 .ooo .000 
160 .000 .100 .072 .172 
227 .000 .000 .017 .017 
228 .684 .738 .258 1.680 
230 .000 1.000 .013 1.013 
' 
' 
231 .750 .835 
I
.148 1.733 
i 
232 .500 .924 .087 1.511 
i 
i 
237 .866 .862 .342 2.070 
238 .667 .587 .190 1.444 
239 .500 .563 .087 1.150 
244 i 1.000 .909 .085 1.914 
247 .750 .864 .381 1. 99,5 
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Table 13 (continued) 
Converted 
Converted Percentage-
Won-and-Lost Earned-Run- of-Innings 
Player Percentage Average Pitched pK-Score 
I 
I 
I 
248 .636 .715 .167 1.518 
I 
251 .800 .795 .271 1.866 
I 
' 
257 1.000 .658 .178 1.836 
262 1.000 .885 . 319 2.204 
263 .833 .760 .506 2.099 
I 
* - Player (due to extremely-limited statistics) wa~ 
not included in the respective calculations. 
** - Player did not have any playing appearances, and 
was included only in two compared-groupings 
(Pitchers and Nonpitchers, and Collegiate Baseball 
Players and Collegiate Men)_. 
APPENDIX C 
61 
The Independent "t" Test 
The populations of the compared-groupings were 
assumed to be normal. The first population of a com1 
pared-grouping had a mean denoted by ~land a variance 
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I 
denoted by sy, while the second population of a compared-
groupingl!had a mean denoted by µ. 2 and a variance denJted 
I 
by S~. The samples within a comparison were independent 
of each other. 
The sample size was denoted by n 1 , the sample 
mean was denoted by x 1 , and the sample variance was 
denoted by Sf which were associated with the sample 
from the first population. Similarly, n 2 , x2 , and 
S~ were associated with the sample from the second 
population. 
The "t" statistic was computed to determine 
whether Al differed from µ.2 • I 
I If the sample size were large (n1 greater than ! 
15, ,n2 greater than 15), then a large-sample independent 
"t" test-was approp:i::iate. The statistic being: 
t = 
j 
which had a standard normal distribution under the 
null hypothesis. 
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If the sample size were small (at least one 
sample size less than 16), then a small-sample indep~n-
dent "t" test was appropriate. The statistic being:: 
t = 
I 
✓ s2 p (±/n1 + l/n2) 
(n1 - 1) s2 + (n2 - 1) s2 
s2 1 2 with = p 
which had a "t" distribution with n 1 + n 2 - 2 degrees of 
freedom. 
To obtain critical values for each test of 
hypothesis performed, the standard statistical tables 
were consulted. 
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